1. Introduction. C. D. Papakyriakopoulos [2] has recently proved Dehn's lemma [l]. His proof has the merit that the basic construction (the tower) and the crucial lemmas apply to the sphere theorem as well as Dehn's lemma. However, if one is content with Dehn's lemma the proof can be simplified. In this note we first give a simplified proof of Dehn's lemma and then prove an analogous theorem for surfaces with more than one boundary curve.
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By a surface of type (p } r) we mean a connected, compact, orientable surface of genus p with a boundary consisting of r 1-spheres. Thus the Euler characteristic of such a surface is 2(1 -p)-r. A surface of type (0, 1) is called a disc. A Dehn surface of type (p, r) is a polyhedral singular surface of type (p y r) with no singularities on the boundary. Our extension of Dehn's lemma refers to surfaces of type (0, r). In order to state it we need two more definitions.
Let M be a connected 3-manifold and let M be a universal cover of M". The manifold M is orientable and the set of elements of Ti(M) = 7Ti(Af, x 0 ) which correspond, in the usual way, to orientationpreserving covering transformations of M is a sub-group of index 2. We denote it by o>(ikf). Thus M is orientable if, and only if, oo(M) = 7Ti(ilf). We can now state our theorem, with the usual qualifications concerning piecewise linearity (see §2 below). 2. Preliminaries. It is to be understood that every ^-manifold (n = 1, 2, 3) to which we refer has a definite piecewise affine structure and that all our maps are piecewise linear. Likewise a singular (or nonsingular) curve or surface in a 3-manifold will mean the image of some standard polyhedron in a piecewise linear map. As in [2] a singular surface in a 3-manifold M will be called normal if it has no singularities other than double lines, triple points and branch points. It will be called canonical if it is normal and has no branch points.
By a Dehn set of curves in M we shall mean a finite, nonvacuous set of nonsingular, disjoint (polyhedral) 1-spheres whose union is the boundary of a Dehn surface of genus 0. Such a set will be called good ( 
}MQO)(M).
Therefore we may replace M by V when proving (1.1).
3. Proof of Dehn's lemma. Let C be a Dehn curve on the boundary of a compact, connected 3-manifold V.
LEMMA (3.1). If V has no 2-sheeted cover, then C is good.
PROOF. Assume that F has no 2-sheeted cover. Then it is orientable. If Hi(V) has infinite order, then, since H\(V) is finitely generated, it has a cyclic infinite direct summand. There is, therefore, an epimorphism H\(V)-»Z 2 . On composing this with the Hurewicz homomorphism 7Ti(F)->HI(V) we have an epimorphism <ƒ>: 7Ti(F)->Z 2 . The kernel of <j> has index 2 and determines a 2-sheeted cover of F, contrary to our assumption. Therefore H X (V) is finite and, since F is orientable, every component of F is a 2-sphere [3, p. 223]. Thus C lies in a nonsingular 2-sphere in F and (3.1) follows.
Let C, F be as above and now assume that F has a 2-sheeted cover Ft. Let p: Fi->V be the projection and r: Fi->FL the covering trans-formation other than the identity. Then ^"" 1 C= CiUrCi, where G is a Dehn curve in Vi, and CIC^TC\-4>*
LEMMA (3.2). If G is good, so is C.
PROOF. Let G = Z?i, where D\ is a nonsingular disc. We assume, as we obviously may, that DiC\Vi -Ci, whence GfV-Di==rGnr>i==0. Then pDi -D, say, is a Dehn disc bounded by C. Clearly D may be normalized without introducing singularities in D\ (each step in the normalization is a "local isotopy"). So we assume that D is normal, and hence canonical because p is a local homeomorphism. Then DIC\TDI consists of disjoint, nonsingular closed curves and D has no triple points. Since there are no triple points the lemma follows from 
